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Abstract
It could be argued that the primary aim of foreign language instruction is 
to ensure that students develop a high level of competency and fluency 
in the target language. It could also be argued, simply put, that students 
need to simultaneously learn content. Debate is an academic course/task 
that facilitates both. While detractors may argue against the use of debate 
given the complexities often associated with it use, supporters look to the 
benefits backed by theory found in second language acquisition (SLA) 
research.  This paper discusses the support that can be found for its use in 
the literature, and concludes by suggesting a moderate approach for those 
instructors who may harbor reservations.
Introduction
Debate as a pedagogical tool is often shunned within the English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 
classroom because of the perceived difficulties associated with its use.  The challenges often cited 
include the sophisticated nature of debate itself, the need for extensive planning and research, and the 
managing and organizing of debates, not to mention the real-time linguistic and cognitive demands 
required of the participants.  Of particular concern, however, is the argumentative nature of debate 
which is unassociated with EFL learners of Confucian Heritage Culture (CHC) like those learners 
here in Japan.1  Lieb in his discussion on the concerns of teaching debate in Japan states, “It could be 
argued that because debate is built upon disagreement and critical thinking, it imposes an adversarial, 
individualistic style of communication on learners who are more accustomed to a harmonious, group-
oriented communication style” (2007, 74).  Yet many institutions and individual instructors who 
understand the benefits of debate integrate it into their programs or courses.  In reference to the success 
of The Seventh All Japan High School English Debate Tournament, Yano sheds a positive light on the 
role of debate here in Japan.  He states, “I am inclined to say that the spread of English debates will 
not only trigger the reformation of English education in Japan, but may even lead to the reformation 
of our insular society” (2012).  That statement represents a forward looking view of debate’s potential 
for English education here in Japan, and should encourage those instructors who may be considering 
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its use in their teaching context.  This paper aims to further the discussion by looking at how the 
instruction of debate is supported by research in SLA, with consideration for the Japanese university 
classroom.  The points offered here serve as a bridge between the two camps, and are not in reference 
on how to specifically teach debate.
Background
The use of debate in the Japanese EFL high school and junior classroom was initiated in the early 1990s 
(Carter, Goold et al, 1993).  The intended purpose of its introduction by the Ministry of Education,2 
along with the introduction of courses on discussion and speech, was to improve the communicative 
skills of junior and senior high school students, a step toward communicative language teaching and 
the creation of a more interactive environment for students to excel in.  Debate, more specifically, was 
intended for the development of critical thinking skills and for the betterment of understanding the 
critical issues facing Japan both at home and abroad.  In addition to learning about the fundamentals 
of debate, students engaged in debates covering a wide range of topics and concerns ranging from the 
familiar to the more novel.  The wide acceptance of those classes conclusively reassured their place 
within the national English language curriculum.
The aim of debate at the university level, however, goes further.  It is hoped that students will be 
able to align themselves with those students of the international ELF community3 in terms of global 
understanding, linguistic competence and performance, and critical thinking in the target language. 
At this level, students need to further their understanding of debate and the Western approach to 
argumentation, and to develop the presentation/oratory skills required for informed and effective 
debating.  This calls on instructors to understand not only the ‘mechanics’ and ‘techniques’ of debate, 
but more importantly to consider how their instruction in debate is based in SLA theory in hopes of 
answering this fundamental question: how can debate advance learners’ language acquisition?
The nature of debate
In order to understand how debate as an EFL teaching/learning paradigm advances learners’ second 
language acquisition, it is paramount for instructors to have an understanding of the nature of debate 
itself.  While it would be unreasonable to assume that an EFL instructor must have a full understanding 
of debate’s history and philosophy etcetera, it is essential for her/him to know the terms and language 
(et meta-language), the processes and formats, and, without question, the origins and basic philosophy 
associated with it in order to help students gain an understanding of the significance of debate in the 
formation of Western thought and in its presence in everyday life.4  Most importantly, however, is 
having a conceptual understanding of what debate is.
Debate, at its core, is an act of persuasion by individuals or by a group of individuals for an 
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intended purpose, and as such it inherently sets one side against another to a varying degree.5  The 
successful outcome of a debate is to convince the other party that one’s views can ‘withstand’ the 
scrutiny of another’s refutations.  While it is clear that debate is an argumentative activity, its purpose 
or function is often defined by the context or by the needs of the opposing sides.  Thus it can be said 
that the definition of ‘debate’ is not static.  Idebate Web, for instance, sees debate as “an essential 
tool for developing and maintaining democracy and open societies. More than a mere verbal or 
performance skill, debate embodies the ideals of reasoned argument, tolerance for divergent points of 
view and rigorous self-examination. Debate is, above all, a way for those who hold opposing views to 
discuss controversial issues without descending to insult, emotional appeals or personal bias” (“Debate 
is a formal contest”, c. 2015).  Qatar Debate looks at debate as a “form of public discourse; it is a 
formal direct oral contest or competition in argumentation between two or more people on a defined 
proposition at a specific time….A debate, therefore, is a formal, disciplined, and rule-governed contest 
competition that is conducted within a set framework” (“A debate is”, c. 2011).  The Cambridge 
Union considers it as a “fun activity akin to a game in which we examine ideas and policies with the 
aim of persuading people within an organized structure. It allows us to consider the world around 
us by thinking about different arguments, engaging with opposing views and speaking strategically” 
(“Competitive debating is”, c. 2013).  The American Debate League, likewise, sees debate as an 
“organized argument or contest of ideas in which the participants discuss a topic from two opposing 
sides….The aim of a debate is to convince the opposition that you are right. When the two sides agree 
on the subject or when one side's arguments are more convincing than the other side that is when the 
debate comes to a close. In a formal debate, a mediator (a person that has not agreed with the Pro or the 
Con) will decide who the winner should be. In an informal debate the argument can continue until the 
time when one side gives up” (“A debate is”, c. 2016).
What can be gleaned from this is that debate is a multi-faceted form of communication that is 
often defined or shaped by context.  For Idebate Web, debate is forum for social discussion where 
differing views can be expressed in accordance to rules and procedures without fear of misguided 
behavior or bias in determining an outcome.  The Cambridge Union as well as the American Debate 
League suggests that debate is an academic activity conducted in a somewhat sportive way with both 
sides winning, in a sense, because of the common promotion of intellect.  Qatar Debate views it as 
a public forum for a ‘rule-governed’ contest of oration, suggesting their context values and supports 
freedom of dissent.
For the EFL instructor, it is important to ensure that leaners are conversant in the fact that debate 
is a varied but yet principled activity; furthermore, it needs to be emphasized that the particular 
circumstances or particular audiences may dictate what kind or style of debate is appropriate.  For 
Japanese EFL learners, it is essential that they understand that debate is not a monolithic type of public 
interaction--that it is a dynamic undertaking, and that its defining characteristics are associated with the 
following:
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 1.  It is a process by which ideas/opinions are advanced.
 2.  Ideas/opinions are developed and considered carefully.
 3.  It requires research and strategic planning.
 4.  Argumentation is multifaceted.
 5.  Argumentation has to be well thought out and planned.
 6.  Ideas are challenged and refuted.
 7.  Positive outcomes rely on skills of persuasion.
 8.  Formal debate follows set rules for interaction.
 9.  It is competitive in most instances.
10.  It is judged on the quality of the arguments et persuasiveness.
11.  There are clear winners and losers.
12.  It requires skill in the presentation of ideas.
13.  It can be viewed as an academic challenge.
14.  It is an intellectual adventure that should be rewarding and stimulating.
This list does not exhaust the characteristics associated with debate by any means, but it does illustrate 
certain features that act as the foundation for successful debate.  Learners who can conceptualize those 
characteristics are more apt to have the foundation necessary to develop their skills in debate, and it 
calls on instructors to create ways in which to integrate them into their syllabi.
We may conclude this section by saying that a basic requirement for the ELF learners of 
Confucian Heritage Culture is to have a conceptual understanding of debate.  Additionally, they do 
need to understand that the confrontational nature of debate should not be assumed as an affront to 
them personally.  It is, indeed, the very essence of Western debate.
SLA, and Debate
One of the goals of second language acquisition research is to provide a body of knowledge that 
instructors can turn to when they are making critical decisions regarding their teaching practices.  Ellis, 
providing an overview of SLA research, states, ‘It affords a learning- and learner centered view of 
language pedagogy, enabling teachers to examine critically the principles upon which the selection and 
organization of teaching have been based and also the methodological procedures they have chosen to 
employ” (2012, xxiv).  The literature on debate as a pedagogical approach to second language teaching 
often centers on the practical or pragmatic6 aspects of classroom practice.  Course books as well as 
academic articles primarily focus on techniques and practices.  A further look into EFL literature found 
few empirical studies--most of them summarily addressing the use of debate for second language 
teaching.7  This, of course, is not to imply that debate is not suited for second language instruction, 
but rather to suggest that the underpinnings justifying its use need to be considered, albeit in an ad hoc 
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manner.
The following looks at the areas of second language research that are fitting for instructors 
to consider as they formalize their instructional plans for teaching/using debate in the classroom. 
It considers the linguistic requirements and needs of learners while they advance their language 
proficiencies and become more adept at developing and using the skills required for debate.  While 
these areas of research certainly have relevance for many instructors, it is hope that others will delve 
into the literature to find further support for their own more specific context for the teaching of debate.
Content-based instruction, and debate
Lubetsky, LeBeau and Harrington (2000, 1) in their course book,8 Discover Debate: Basic Skills for 
Supporting and Refusing Opinions, addressed the concern regarding the difficulties associated with 
debate for lower level students by stating, “However, we feel strongly that it is necessary to take a 
somewhat different approach to debate for low level learners….this book recognizes that debate is 
a very sophisticated form of immediate, interactive communication.  Debate assumes a high level 
of discourse skill….We assume nothing and start from zero”.  Their approach is to systematically 
teach the fundamentals of debate through a series of communicative activities which focus on the 
development, the support, and the refutation of an opinion, and are graded according to the nature of 
each activity.  As the learners advance through the stages, new concepts are introduced incrementally. 
The learners are expected to learn those features through practice rather than explicit instruction.  That 
is a common approach, one that relies on learners’ implicit systems,9  but yet may not afford them 
the best opportunity to gain a full understanding of the fundamental tenets of debate.  Content-based 
instruction, on the other hand, may well be able to strike a more suitable balance between performance-
based learning and explicit instruction.
Content-based instruction by definition aims to teach content while learners simultaneously 
acquire the target language: Learning content as a means to learning language.  Research into the 
efficacy of content-based instruction has yielded support for its use.10  Coy (2008), for one, has looked 
at how content and integrated learning can help create a ‘holistic’ perspective on instruction and 
learning in an attempt to amalgamate the two.  What Coy suggests is reasonable as it aims to create an 
environment for learning, and looks less at the processes involved.  Yet it is with Stoller’s work that we 
can find more applicability to our case.
Stoller (2002, 7) in her presentation of content-based instruction within a specific context 
identified several conditions that need to be met for the instruction of content.  They are as follows:
•  The first condition is time. We’d need enough time for the introduction 
of the multiple sources of new information.
•  Second, we’d need to bring in tasks that guide students in considering 
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newly learned information in relationship to already introduced 
perspectives on the same theme. You can see the connection between 
these first two conditions. You’ve got to have enough time in order to 
introduce students to new information and then ask them to relate it to 
something that they’ve already considered.
•  We also want to incorporate tasks that help our students make explicit 
connections among different concepts, facts, and perspectives, from 
within one text, but also across numerous texts….And maybe these 
tasks will inspire students to look forward, as well.
•  We also want to make sure that student students have encounters with 
pertinent vocabulary…. Why? Because being knowledgeable and 
conversant about a content area means being familiar
The conditions Stoller set out seek (1) to establish a time factor for the introduction of information 
i.e. from various sources; (2), to ensure that new information is provided from multiple sources to 
create a relationship between them; (3), to instill the idea that new information can be obtained from 
different sources with the aim that students become inquisitive; and (4), to ensure the introduction of 
the lexical items associated with the content.  Stoller’s ideas are of relevance for the instruction/use of 
debate.
For most Japanese learners (learners from CHC), as previously mentioned, confrontation is an 
unfamiliar aspect of communication; they seek to find commonalities; and agreement can be seen as a 
form of compromise.  The terminology and many of the lexical items relating to debate are unfamiliar 
as well.  And concepts such as the nature of debate, the value of debate, and even the function of debate 
are all novel.  While Stroller’s conditions cannot be construed as a framework for instruction, they do 
offer a systematic method for addressing those content areas. They can enable instructors to consider 
an approach in a more linear, step-by-step manner.  It is conceivable that one might organize a series 
of tasks over a specified time period where new information is presented, reexamined, repeated, and 
practice in a way reflective of Stroller’s.  The concept of argumentation, for instance, may first be 
introduced through tasks which rely on situational video material of a confrontational nature (e.g., 
people arguing).  Students could be asked to identify the confrontational aspects and offer reasons as 
to why they think it is confrontation, and finally make a comment or an evaluation on it; that format 
would then be repeated with the introduction of new material—representing a systematic approach.  In 
essence, they would be identifying, summarizing, commenting and making an evaluation of what they 
have seen--utilizing what Stoller has envisioned for content-based instruction, and, thus, providing a 
solid foundation in a target area of instruction as in this case, debate.
Content-based instruction has its foundation in SLA as an approach to teach both language and 
content, and it has great applicability in the instruction of the macro features of debate of which many 
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might not be learned through actual debate practice alone.  Whether employing a strong version or a 
weak version,11 the instruction of debate can be abetted through its use.  Furthermore, content-based 
instruction can be tailored in a way to make the specific target areas of instruction more in line with 
student needs.  For example, one might organize a task around reading comprehension exercises, 
engage students in scaffolding projects, jigsaw projects or poster sessions in an attempt to teach specific 
content associated with debate.  Content-based instruction provides an avenue for learners to learn and 
to think about the various aspects of debate; it provides instructors with options for teaching, especially 
in advance of an actual debate.
External factors in SLA, and debate
One area that second language acquisition research looks at in hopes of understanding the processes 
of language acquisition is concerned with external factors such as input, interaction, and social 
influences.  Within the literature it is widely accepted that input12 has a significant role in language 
acquisition (See Norris and Ortega, 2003).  Indeed, it is hard to imagine language acquisition without 
it.  The nature of the input, however, can have an influence language acquisition.  Ellis, looking at the 
linguistic and social environment of language learning, states, “In other words, interactionists SLA 
views L2 acquisition as a cognitive process that occurs inside the ‘black box’ of the mind but which is 
facilitated (or impeded) by the nature of the ‘data’ that learners obtain from the input to which they are 
exposed and the opportunities they have for producing L2” (Ellis 2012, 204).  Debate can be viewed 
as a specialized language learning task, if you will, and, consequently as such, the input can be equally 
specialized.  The question that, thus, needs to be considered is as follows: Does debate offer the ‘right’ 
kind of input to facilitate language learning?  This, of course, begs the question of what does ‘right’ 
mean.  The answers to those questions are within the purview of the instructor, and instructors may 
need to make a judgment on the value of the nature of the input, and make adjustments accordingly to 
best influence language learning.  Instructors may consider the following regarding input:
 1.  It needs to be comprehensible.
 2.  It needs to be provided in context.
 3.  It needs to have a high level authenticity.
 4.  It needs to be slightly beyond a learners’ interlanguge.13
 5.  It needs to be reinforced through various tasks.
 6.  It needs to be practice in both real-time debates and practice debates.
 7.  Teacher talk needs to be modified according proficiency levels.
 8.  Teacher talk needs to have specificity.
 9.  Input needs to come from various sources.
10. Input needs to be available outside of class.
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The importance of quality input cannot be understated. According to Cook (1989) input, from a 
psycholinguistic perspective, acts as an agent to “trigger’ the advancement of interlanguage.14  Needless 
to say, instructors are well-placed to influence the input that students are exposed to and should be 
exposed to, and learners need to be instructed on how input can influence the skills of debate, i.e., the 
role of input in language acquisition.
Similar questions can, likewise, be asked of the external influences associated with interaction, 
and social aspects of language learning.  Do the interactions associated with debate help promote 
language acquisition?  Are there any social factors unique to debate within the EFL settings of a 
Japanese university EFL classroom that might militate against active learning?
Interaction centers on making input comprehensible and provides for negotiation of meaning 
whereas social factors such as social power, prestige, age, or gender etcetera are seen as the social 
variables that may influence interaction and, thus, the input.  Mackey in her discussion on question 
formation through input and interaction states, “Long argues that interaction facilitates acquisition 
because of the conversational and linguistic modifications that occur in such discourse and that provide 
learners with the input they need. Through one type of interaction, termed negotiation by Long, Pica, 
Gass and Varonis, and others, nonnative speakers (NNSs) and their interlocutors signal that they do not 
understand something (Gass & Varonis 1989, 1994; Long, 1983a, 1983b, 1996; Pica, 1994). Through 
the resulting interaction, learners have opportunities to understand and use the language that was 
incomprehensible. Additionally, they may receive more or different input and have more opportunities 
for output” (Mackey, A, 1999, 558).  Interaction requires learners to try to comprehend the input, 
process it, and respond in kind, and, when there is a communicative gap, learners should negotiate 
for meaning.  By keeping this practice of full interaction in place learners are capable of more readily 
acquiring15 aspects of the target language which might otherwise remain unlearned.
As interaction and social conditions each play a crucial role in language learning, it is clear that 
debate, indeed, provides a fitting context with regard to them.  First, Japanese learners already have a 
rather high level of grammatical competency; moreover, their linguistic mistakes17 infringed little on 
communication.  Therefore, the need for negotiation would more likely be in regard to meaning, and 
not to the grammatical features of the language.  This allows for a higher level of interaction, a level 
more closely associated with debate, and represents a higher level of linguistic engagement.  Debate, 
outside of the EFL/ESL context, by its very nature requires negotiation of meaning, though most often 
this is not related to language itself but rather to clarify assertions and statements, an area learners 
need practice in.  For the Japanese EFL leaner, debate can facilitate both: students can challenge others 
on the merit of what they say, and can likewise negotiate for linguistic purposes as needed.  Debate 
provides for a higher level of authenticity as well.  That is, people debate for genuine reasons, which 
make for a richer contextual environment.  Finally, as Japan is an egalitarian society, it would seem that 
there are few limiting social factors within the classroom that would impede against language learning; 
indeed, their commonalities could help reduce the affective elements that sometimes inhibit CHC 
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learners.  Still, it needs to be mentioned that in order to create a learning environment reflective of the 
‘real world’ a more diverse student body is required.
The external factors associated with second language acquisition as they pertain to debate can be 
viewed in several ways.  One, interaction provides opportunities for learners to receive input from a 
variety of sources.  Students need to consider what their debate topic will be; need to research it; need 
to formalize it with the members of their team; need to practice; and, finally, they need to debate--all 
representing different sources and modalities of input.  Two, they are afforded ample opportunities to 
produce the target language.  This allows them to experiment and expand their linguistic boundaries. 
Finally, they can receive and provide feedback on language use.  When designing a debate course, 
consideration needs to be given to those external factors as they do have a significant influence 
language acquisition.
Internal factors in SLA, and debate
Second language acquisition research is also concerned with the internal factors related to the learner’s 
knowledge system, and how that system is employed.  Two areas which are of particular interest for the 
use of debate are related to procedural skills: language planning and communication strategies.
Language planning centers on the conscious effort of the learner to consider the context she/he 
will be speaking in and the language needed to communicate accurately and effectively within that 
context.  The central question associate with it is, does language planning aid language production?  A 
number of studies point to the benefits of pre-task planning.17  Mehnert (1998), for instance, looked 
at the effects of pre-task planning and fluency, and found that learners who were provided with time 
for pre-task planning had improved oral fluency as compared to those who had no pre-task planning 
irrespective of the amount of time allowed for planning.  In terms of accuracy, however, the results were 
mixed.  Ortega (1999) looked at how a focus on form planning task effects the attention paid to form as 
well as production.  Ortega (1999, 109) states, “The results provide support for the claim that planning 
before doing an L2 task can promote an increased focus on form by providing space for the learner to 
devote conscious attention during pre-task planning to formal and systemic aspects of the language 
needed to accomplish a particular task”. Furthermore, Kim, looking at the literature in general, states, 
“Overall, the findings indicate that pre-task planning facilitates oral performance, particularly in terms 
of complexity and fluency, but no consistent results have been found with respect to accuracy” (2013, 
p. 8).  As the findings generally show, pre-task planning provides for increased fluency, and a higher 
level of grammatical accuracy18 in many instances.
The allowance for language planning has applicability for debate, particularly concerning issues 
related to individual differences.  Debate is competitive, and requires participants to present their 
arguments and ideas with a high level accuracy.  This naturally increases anxiety levels within the 
speaker(s).  Language planning can help reduce such anxieties and create a more positive context.  In 
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terms of lexical requirements, for example, instructors can provide or pre-teach word groups which are 
commonly associated with the topic to be debated, allowing students to know in advance the lexicon 
and, thereby, reducing anxiety.  Paying particular attention to form is also a source of anxiety for many 
learners.  When learners overly concern themselves with grammatical usage and accuracy, they may 
limit the resources available for production.  Ortega (2005) looked at pre-task activities focusing on 
form, and found that pre-task planning allowed learners to devote more attention to other aspects of 
communicating for completing a task.  Instructors, in the same manner, can have the participants plan 
the language they need to use while helping them focus on form.  For instance, if a debate is focused 
on the future, and if the grammatical instruction centers on the tense and aspect of that future situation, 
the learner is better situated to have a higher level of accuracy for those features while devoting less 
attention to them.
Another individual difference which may give raise for concern is monitoring.  Monitoring 
is consciously attending to one’s own language and trying to correct mistakes during or prior to 
the production phase.  It is arduous and takes away from the mental resources necessary to present 
argumentation during a debate.  Language planning allows the speaker to identify possible areas of 
concern in advance, and to make adjustments or considerations that will hopefully lead to lower levels 
of anxiety and higher levels of confidence.  As debate within the EFL context is often conducted 
within groups, language planning can have a collective benefit as well.  When learners organize their 
ideas for debate, they are, in essence, planning a ‘linguistic strategy’.  In fact, they are considering 
an organizational scheme to best present themselves, and this leads to higher level of a willingness to 
communicate.19  These examples offer an idea on how language planning, combined with practice, can 
aid in language production during a debate which allows learners to more readily draw on their implicit 
systems and to advance the autonomous stage of language production.20
While language planning is concerned with actual communicative events or language tasks, 
communication strategies (CSs) are concerned with the linguistic techniques and skills available for 
use when there is a communicative breakdown, failure, or some difficulty.  Tarone (1977, 195) in 
her investigation into interactional communication strategies provided this definition, “Conscious 
communication strategies are used by an individual to overcome the crisis which occurs when language 
structures are inadequate to convey the individual’s thought”.  Dörnyei and Scott (1997) considered 
the communication problems that warrant the use of communications strategies.  They include the 
learner being aware of their own linguistic limitations (e.g. recognizing that what or how he/she has 
said something may not be correct usage or of appropriate nature); knowing there is an issue related 
to comprehension; or, lacking enough time to process what has been said.  Although there have been 
numerous studies into the efficacy of teaching/using communication strategies,21 the empirical support 
is inconclusive.  According to Ellis (2012), “It is difficult to reach any firm conclusions….The problem 
lies in the fact that different researcher have operationalized CSs very differently, making synthesis of 
the findings impossible” (p. 511).  Despite the absence of a broad range of support for CSs, or even 
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commonalities within the literature, studies such as Nakatani (2005) do suggest that communication 
strategies which are directed towards specific communication events are effective and practical.
Nakatani investigated the effectiveness of CSs by looking at a group Japanese learners and seeing 
how their use of CSs improved interaction.  He identified a number of specific strategies that centered 
on seeking help, using comprehension checks, calling for modification, and gaining time, and then had 
the participants utilize those strategies during discussions.  The results showed that the use CSs aided 
performance.  Nakatani’s use of CSs was more in line with Canale’s view of communicative strategies 
to “enhance the effectiveness of communication” (1983, 11).  Corder’s view of CSs is likewise 
noteworthy as it allows for a wider interpretation.  Corder states that CSs are, “a systematic technique 
employed by a speaker to express his meaning when faced with some difficulty” (Corder, 1981, 103). 
The accommodating nature of Corder’s and Canale’s respective definitions is well suited for debate as 
compared to the taxonomies of others (See Bialystok, 1990 or Poulisse 1987 for full discussion.) which 
are more concerned with specific strategies with specific outcomes in mind.
Debate as a communicative activity calls on learners to attend to both language and the critical 
thinking required of it.  This would suggest that the effective use of CSs is pertinent.  As more 
advanced debaters understand, there are times when a speaker may need a short amount of time during 
a discourse in order to consider or reconsider what to say--to think of what next to say.  This concept 
of consciously considering the use of time is novel to most EFL learners who may, intuitively, feel that 
a pause or a short reprise indicates a lack of skill in the target language.  By teaching skills on how 
to ‘punctuate’ their speech, or pause, while speaking will provide reassurance that it is a skill, and a 
technique, which can be used to gain critical thinking time or even to gain a psychological advantage. 
Instruction can center on students reading prepared texts and initiating pauses at random for practice, 
for instance.  Advanced debaters also understand that a process of affirmation serves to ensure that 
others whether within their team, or within the opposing team, are following what is being said. 
During a debate the speed of exchange is often beyond what might be considered normal as speaking 
fast is a technique for making as many statements or comments within a limited period of time as 
possible.  Yet it is not reasonable to assume that everything being said being understood.  The ability 
to affirm what has been said concerns asking questions of the listeners, and possibly restating what has 
been said.  This is uncommon for CHC learners.  Teachers can help students gain an understanding 
of the importance of affirmation by providing demonstrations.  Students could then gain competence 
in using affirmation CSs by practicing with one another.  Another CSs strategy, which in many ways 
is similar to affirmation, is appealing for assistance.  Learners often see speaking as a solitary effort 
where they cannot ask for assistance from other members of their group or team even though it is 
a very common characteristic of L1 interaction.  When learners are debating as a team, appealing 
for assistance indicates the strength and depth of the team.  As debating within EFL context is dual 
focused--on language and content, learners must be encouraged to rely on others for help and support. 
By appealing for help, learners can utilize the abilities, skills and knowledge of others to advance their 
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arguments, and, therefore, preform with greater confidence knowing that ‘support is available’.
Consideration of internal factors for the instruction of debate is crucial for helping learners 
advance their implicit language systems and, in this case, for developing practical skills for effective 
debating.  Debate as compared to other types of communicative activities requires a great deal of 
mental concentration and organization of thought.  As such the learner will naturally face challenges 
that may impair the natural language learning processes.  Language planning allows the learner to 
conceptualize and understand the language that will be needed for debating.  Communicative strategies 
provide learners with actual online techniques for addressing issues when they arise.  By effectively 
having students practice language planning and CSs techniques, they will be able to devote more 
mental resources to the actual practice of debating, and will be able to internalize or acquire language 
in a more efficient manner.
Summary and informal debate
Summary
This paper looks at several theories based in second language acquisition research that provide support 
for the instruction and practice of debate within the Japanese university EFL classroom.  It is concerned 
with advocating the use of debate for language learning, and discusses in an ad hoc manner how the 
underpinnings justify its use.  To wit, debate can be considered under the rubric of content-based 
instruction in an attempt to teach its less salient features which might not otherwise be realized through 
practice alone.  Consideration of the external factors associated with SLA will aid instructors in their 
attempt to provide the right kinds of input, and to allow for meaningful interaction; and consideration 
of the internal factors will provide for a practical means through which learners can learn language 
with less interference associated with affective issues, and can better internalize some of the features of 
the target language.
For many language learners and instructors, the use of debate as a task for language learning 
is in itself controversial or at least challenging.  Learners may not see it as a culmination of skills 
or even as communicative language practice; they may rather see it as a task beyond their linguistic 
and performance levels, creating a nuanced viewed of it.  Instructors may see it as a disconnect with 
traditional instructional methods given the notion of difficulty associated with its use.  Yet debate can 
play vital role for language learning and for developing critical thinking skills.  Perhaps a starting point 
for those who have apprehensions is a reconsideration of the kinds of debates suitable for a teaching 
context, and the ways in which they can be utilized.  Informal debate may provide such a gateway.
Informal debate
Debate is commonly viewed from a monolithic perspective, where it is associated with a very 
specific format and adheres to strict rules of procedure.  We almost instinctively perceive it as 
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conducted in such notable forums as the Oxford Union, the British Parliament, US Presidential debates, 
and the Harvard Council et al, and rightly so.  They are, without question, the stalwart debating forums 
of the Western world. Less acknowledged, yet equally important, are what can be called ‘informal’ 
debates, which can offer students a chance to debate with less emphasis on the formalities of ‘traditional’ 
debate, and with the flexibility required for second language learning.
The aim of an informal debate differs little from a traditional debate.  Two sides are juxtaposed 
with each other to exchange view points on a topic or a point of contention.  Both parties seek to 
advance their own ideas by providing arguments that are sound and convincing, and presented in an 
appealing manner.  Where they differ is in their approach.  Formal debate (referenced in appendix 1) 
follows strict procedural rules, is judged by a third party, and finishes with the acknowledgment of a 
clear winner.  The informal debate, in contrast, has tremendous latitude in its approach, and may not 
even present itself as debate.  A brief look back in history at one such informal debate can help provide 
an image of what constitutes a representative example.  “The Kitchen Debate” by the then former US 
Vice President Nixon and former Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev took place in the United States 
at an exhibition featuring an American kitchen, aimed to illustrate the lifestyle of a typical American. 
Rose (2004, 264) provides this overview of the exchange/debate that took place:
The ensuing, unscripted exchange became a stunning, and often hilarious, 
battle of wills between two representatives of the most powerful nations on 
Earth. With television and tape recorders rolling, Khrushchev and Nixon 
entered the kitchen exhibit and stood next to a washer-dryer. The off-the-
cuff debate saw each leader present his view of capitalism, communism, 
and the societies these ideologies had spawned in the United States and the 
Soviet Union. Khrushchev and Nixon sparred for several minutes, as each 
offered startlingly blunt assessments of the other. Both leaders refused to 
concede any point, and both could agree only that the other should change. 
What featured prominently during that debate was the rigidity.  Neither of the two parties was 
willing to concede anything.  That is perhaps the most enduring aspect of the debate.  Others include 
the way they presented their arguments--clear, reasoned, and unreserved; the way they responded 
to each other--sharp minded and quick witted; the way they used punctuated discourse--somewhat 
interruptive yet respectful; and the way they carried on in a collegial  and friendly manner--determined 
and focused--all representing various aspects of informal debate.  To be sure, history is replete with 
such exemplary exchanges between two people trying to present their own respective opinions on an 
issue of importance.  More common to most learners, however, are simple interactions between two 
people or groups in which they express their differences on a particular issue or problem.  It is safe to 
assume most all students have engaged in such interactions and do have a familiarity with well-natured 
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disagreements.  But the application of informal disagreement within the classroom may not be so 
familiar.  The use of informal debate can help learners practice debate without the structure and tension 
of a traditional academic debate (See appendix 2 for examples of specific application.)  In order for 
students to benefit most from informal debating, the following should be kept in mind:
 1)  Allow for student selection of a topic.
 2)  Topic must be simple and familiar.
 3)  Follow a general time framework.
 4)  Students must take a firm position.
 5)  Allow groups/pairs to practice at will.
 6)  Students must consider at least 3-5 supporting points.
 7)  Have students consider argumentation in advance.
 8)  Encourage them to consider language in advance, yet not scripted.
 9)  Allow for practice.
10)  Encourage commentary and reflection upon completion.
Informal debate sets out to allow students the freedom necessary to experiment with debate away 
from all of the manifestations of formal debate.  Participants are being asked to take a position on 
an issue and to defend it within an atmosphere that is not controlled by convention, nor directed by 
exactness of language.  This allows EFL students to feel at ease and work from a format that suits their 
needs.  It is a gateway to more formalized debate.
Conclusion
The notion of debate in a Western democracy is to assure citizens that they have a means to 
exercise their right to free speech, that they have a voice.  It is an aspect of citizenry that is reinforced 
and instructed throughout educational systems.  It is apt for Japanese learners of English to have 
exposure to this traditional and instrumental method of expression.  While it might seem daunting and 
inhibiting, the merits are numerable, as indicated throughout.  But perhaps this statement by French 
philosopher Joseph Joubert can give pause us and allow for deeper reflection for those considering its 
application in the EFL classroom: “It is better to debate a question without settling it, than to settle a 
question without debating it.”
Notes
 1) Powell & Andersen suggest that it is the nature of Asian students not to disagree with authority figures or to create 
confrontation, and, thus, disadvantaging them when discussing in an international setting.  It is the notion of 
disagreeing with others that prevents full engagement.
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 2) For a full discussion on current trends see:  http://www.mext.go.jp/en/news/topics/detail/1372625.htm
 3) While it can be argue that instruction in debate at the university level should aim for international recognition, 
it would seem fair to reserve that high level of engagement for debate teams or clubs, as is the case at Western 
universities.
 4) Although it is pertinent to an overall discussion of debate as an influencing force in Western thought, it is beyond 
the scope of this paper.  Readers/instructors can brief themselves on the history of Western debate through the 
wealth of literature available on the topic.
 5) Classical rhetoricians view rhetoric as an act of persuasion which is guided by certain cannons such as rational 
appeals, emotional appeals, and ethical appeals.  (See Corbett, E. P., & Connors, R. for full discussion, 1990.)
 6) Here ‘pragmatic’ is concerned with the practices and considerations given for classroom instruction and should be 
construed as the sub-field of linguistics.
 7) Neither The Japan Association of Language Teachers Journal (JALT Journal), nor The Language Teacher of the 
Japan Association of Language Teachers published empirical research on debate.  Numerous articles related to the 
application of debate in the classroom can be found.
 8) Lubetsky’s, LeBeau’s & Harrington’s  course book on debate, Discover Debate: Basic Skills for Supporting and 
Refusing Opinions, has had dedicated following since its first publication in 2000.  It is a commonly used text for 
lower proficiency levels as it assumes the learners have had no experience with debate and are not familiar with 
argumentation.  It is representative of the course books used for debate in Japan.
 9) Schmidt, R (1994) investigates the differences between explicit instruction/learning vs. implicit instruction/
learning.  It is concerned with the learner being aware that instruction in a certain aspect of the language is taught, 
in contrast to it being presented to learner without being aware of it.  Consciousness Raising tasks are associated 
with implicit instruction.  (See Fotos S. 1993)
 10) Content-Based Instruction (CBI) is “an approach to second language teaching in which teaching is organized 
around the content or information that students will acquire, rather than around a linguistic or other type of 
syllabus” (Richards & Rodgers, 2001, p. 204).  It is often associated with English for Special Purposes (ESP).
 11) A weak version of Content-based Instruction places more emphasis on the language teaching rather than the 
instruction of content; the strong version,  vice versa.
 12) ‘Input’ is the language learners are exposed to. It can be manifested in almost any conceivable way; everything 
from classroom interaction to songs on the radio are considered input.
 13) Interlanguage is associated with Selinker (1972), and concerns the status of a learner’s knowledge of an L2.  It 
has the properties of an L1, yet operates independently of it.  It may be considered a language system between a 
learner’s L1 and L2.
 14) The notion of ‘trigger’ as associated with interlanguage is concerned with psycholinguistic aspects of language 
acquisition.  The word ‘trigger’ is subjective, yet, as every foreign language learner comes to realize, ‘triggers’ do 
exist, despite not being described in the literature.
 15) Krashen’s distinction between learning vs. acquiring is of importance here as interaction provides learners with 
perhaps the best opportunity for acquiring certain features of the language, making them a permanent part of the 
learner’s interlanguage and not simply learned.
 16) It should be noted that there is a distinction being made here between error and mistake. Error refers to the wrong 
judgment in the use of a feature of the target language whereas mistake is a failure to use a feature correctly 
though they have competency in it. (See S. P. Corder, 1967)
 17) Pre-task planning and strategic planning are often viewed synonymously.  They are concerned with providing 
learners with materials and instruction in advance of an actual task.  (See Ahangari, S., & Abdi, M. 2011 for an 
investigation into Iranian EFL learners for the use of pre-task materials which are beyond the learners’ present 
abilities.)
 18) Yuan and Ellis (2003) looked at pre-task planning and its effects on accuracy.  Their study provided support not 
only for improved fluency, but also higher levels of accuracy.
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 19) Willingness to communicate (WTC) concerns a learner’s willingness to engage in a communicative act when the 
opportunity is available.  It is a conscious decision on the speaker’s part.
 20) Anderson’s Adaptive Control of Thought Model looks at the processes involved in moving declarative knowledge 
to procedural knowledge.  The final stage in the model is termed the ‘the autonomous stage.  (See Anderson 1980 
and 1983.)
 21) Considering the effectiveness of CSs, Littlemore (2003) addressed the differences in learning styles and how that 
influenced choice of strategies.
References
Ahangari, S., & Abdi, M. (2011). The effect of pre-task planning on the accuracy and complexity of Iranian EFL 
learners’ oral performance. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 29 (Supplement C), 1950–1959. doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.11.445
Anderson, J. R. (1983). Cognitive science series. The architecture of cognition. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates.
Anderson, J. R. (1985). Cognitive psychology and its implications. New York, NY: WH Freeman. Times Books. Henry 
Holt & Co.
Aristotle. (1926). The "art" of rhetoric. USA: Harvard University Press.
Bialystok, E. (1990). Communication strategies: A psychological analysis of second language use. Cambridge, MA: 
Basil Blackwell.
Brinton, D. M., Snow, M. A., & Wesche, M. B. (1989). Content-based second language instruction. New York: 
Newbury House.
Canale, M. (1983). From communicative competence to communicative language pedagogy. Language and 
communication, 1(1), 1–47.
Carter, N., Goold, R., & Madeley, C. (1993). The new Monbusho guidelines: Part two. The language teacher, 17(11), 
3–7.
Cook, V. (1989). Universal grammar theory and the classroom. System, 17(2), 169–181.
Corbett, E. P., & Connors, R. (1990). Classical rhetoric for the modern student. New York: Oxford University Press.
Corder, S. P. (1967). The significance of learner's errors. IRAL-International Review of Applied Linguistics  in 
Language Teaching, 5(1–4), 161–170.
Corder, S. P., & Corder, S. P. (1981). Error analysis and interlanguage (Vol. 198). Oxford: Oxford University Press
Coyle, D. (2007). Content and language integrated learning: Towards a connected research agenda for CLIL 
Pedagogies. International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 10(5), 543–562.
Cummins, J. (2000). Language, power, and pedagogy: Bilingual children in the crossfire (Vol. 23): Multilingual 
Matters.
Dörnyei, Z. (1995). On the teachability of communication strategies. TESOL Quarterly, 29(1), 55–85.
Dörnyei, Z. (2005). The psychology of the language learner: Individual differences in second language acquisition. 
Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Dörnyei, Z., & Scott, M. L. (1997). Communication strategies in a second language: Definitions and  taxonomies. 
Language learning, 47(1), 173–210.
Ellis, R. (2012). The Study of second language acquisition. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.
Fotos, S. S. (1993). Consciousness raising and noticing through focus on form: Grammar task performance versus 
formal instruction. Applied linguistics, 14(4), 385–407.
Freeley, A. J., & Steinberg, D. L. (2013). Argumentation and debate.  USA: Cengage Learning.
Freese, J. H. (1959). Aristotle: The art of rhetoric (J. H. Freese, Trans.). Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press: 
Loeb Classical Library.
Gass, S. M., & Varonis, E. M. (1994). Input, interaction, and second language production. Studies in Second Language 
Theoretical Support for the Use of Debate in the Japanese EFL Classroom
45
Acquisition, 16(3), 283–302.
Kissinger, H. (1994). Diplomacy. New York: Simon and Schuster.
Krashen, S. (1985). The input hypothesis: Issues and implications. London: Longman Lieb, M. (2007). Teaching 
debate skills to intermediate and lower level EFL students. The language teacher, 15, 2013.
Littlemore, J. (2003). The communicative effectiveness of different types of communication strategy. System, 31(3), 
331–347.
Long, M. H. (1983). Native speaker/non-native speaker conversation and the negotiation of comprehensible input. 
Applied linguistics, 4(2), 126–141.
Lubetsky, M., LeBeau, C., & Harrington, D. (2000). Discover debate: Basic skills for supporting and refusing 
opinions: Tokyo, Japan. Language Solutions.
Mackey, A. (1999). Input, interaction, and second language development: An empirical study of question formation in 
ESL. Studies in Second Language Acquisition, 21, 557–587.
Nakatani, Y. (2005). The effects of awareness-raising training on oral communication strategy use. The Modern 
Language Journal, 89(1), 76–91.
Nixon, Richard, and Nikita Khrushchev. "The kitchen debate." New York Times (1959): 1.
Norris, J. and Ortega, L. (2003) Defining and Measuring SLA, in The handbook of second language acquisition (eds C. 
J. Doughty and M. H. Long), Blackwell Publishing Ltd, Oxford, UK. doi: 10.1002/9780470756492.ch21
Ortega, L. (1999). Planning and focus on form in L2 oral performance. Studies in second language  acquisition, 21(1), 
109–148.
Ortega, L. (2005). What do learners plan? Learner-driven attention to form during pre task planning, In Planning and 
Task Performance in a Second Language, ed. R. Ellis, 77–110. Amsterdam: John Benjamin
Pica, T. (1994). Research on negotiation: What does it reveal about second-Language learning conditions, processes, 
and outcomes? Language learning, 44(3), 493–527.
Poulisse, N. (1987). Problems and solutions in the classification of compensatory strategies. Second Language 
Research, 3(2), 141–153.
Powell, R. G., & Andersen, J. (1994). Culture and classroom communication. Intercultural communication: A reader 
(7th ed., pp. 322–330). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.
Richards, J. C., & Rodgers, T. S. (2001). Approach and methods in language teaching: A description and analysis. 
Cambridge, London: Cambridge University.
Rose, Cynthia, ed. American decades primary sources, 1960–1969. Gale, 2004.
Schmidt, R. (1994). Deconstructing consciousness in search of useful definitions for applied linguistics. Consciousness 
in second language learning, 11, 237–326.
Selinker, L. (1972). Interlanguage. IRAL-International Review of Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching, 10(1–4), 
209–232.
Stoller, F. L. (2002). Content-based instruction: A shell for language teaching or a framework for strategic language 
and content learning.  Retrieved from http://carla.umn.edu/cobaltt/modules/strategies/stoller2002/stoller.pdf
Tarone, E. (1977). Conscious communication strategies in Interlanguage: A progress report. In Brown, HD, Yorio, CA, 
and Crymes, RC (Eds) On TESOL’77: Teaching and Learning English as a Second Language: trends in Research 
and Practice. Washington, DC: TESOL.
Unknown. (c. 2013). What is Debating.  Retrieved from https://cus.org/members/debating/what  debating
Unknown. (c. 2016). What is a debate. Retrieved from http://www.americandebateleague.org/
What is Debate. (c 2011). What is a debate  Retrieved from http://www.qatardebate.org/debate-and-debating/what-is-
debat.com
What-Debate. (c. 2015).  Retrieved from https://idebate.org/what-debate
Yano, Y. (2012). The Growing Popularity of High School English Debate in Japan: Current Conditions and Issues, 
Opinion The Japan News/ChuoOnline.
Yuan, F., & Ellis, R. (2003). The effects of pre-task planning and on-Line planning on fluency, complexity and 
Neal Jost
46
accuracy in L2 monologic oral production. Applied linguistics, 24(1), 1–27.
Zare, P., & Othman, M. (2013). Classroom debate as a systematic teaching/learning approach. World  Applied Sciences 
Journal, 28(11), 1506–1513.
■ 
Neal Jost 
所属：獨協大学外国語学部交流文化学科准教授 
専門：英語教育 
Email: njost@dokko.ac.jp
Theoretical Support for the Use of Debate in the Japanese EFL Classroom
47
Appendix 1:  Tables on the technical aspects of formal debate
Table 1:   Standard format for competitive debating at a Western university
Debate: Standard Procedural Overview
1st Affirmative 1st Negative 2nd  Affirmative 2nd  Negative
Considerations for
both Aff & Neg
Introduction of 
main argument
Introduction 
points
Introduction 
points
Introduction 
points
No new arguments allowed.
Definitions and 
meaning
Challenge of 
definitions
Challenge 1st 
Negative and 
make Affirmative 
case
Challenge to 
Affirmative case
Details how your team should 
hold an advantage, and 
weakness of the other team.
Provide further 
proof & 
explanations
Challenge proofs 
& explanations
Provide further 
backing to fortify 
position
Challenge to
Affirmative case
with critical 
support
Appeal to the judges and 
audience on the merits of your 
position.
Provide future 
prospectus on 
your views
Challenge & 
detail inherent 
weakness
Option support Challenge to
addition such
support
Further appeal to judges and 
audience on merits.
Presentation of 
further merits and 
justifications etc.
Final challenge 
on details and 
weakness
Table 2:   Standard time format in competitive debating re Western university
Standard time allocations
Speaker Time
First Affirmative 2 minutes
First Negative 2 minutes
Second Affirmative 2 minutes
Second Negative 2 minutes
Preparation time allocation 2 minutes
Negative Final Rebuttal & Conclusion 2 minutes
Affirmative  Final Rebuttal & Conclusion 2 minutes
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Table 3:   Standard format for competitive debating re Western university
  Judging, Chairing & Time Keeping
Affirmative vs Negative Judging (3-5 people)
Time keeping &
Chairing
Round one Team one vs Team two From Team three & four From team three
Round two Team three vs Team four From Team one & two From team one
Round three Team one vs Team two   From Team three & four From team four
Round four Team three vs Team four From Team one & two From team two
Conclusions Made by judges
Summary by Teams one & two by Teams three & four Open 
Appendix 2:  Contextualization of informal debate
Example 1  Pair debating
Pair debating centers on students familiarizing themselves with the following: argumentation, taking a 
side, having a clear opinion, and providing support.
A Pattern:
Working in pairs, have them decide on a debate topic.  The topic must be familiar, easy to understand 
and, most importantly, debatable.  Topics related to personal interest are most fitting.  The debate is 
framed in an A versus B format.  For example:  Walking is better than riding a bicycle; dogs make 
better pets than cats; or, flying is better than taking a train.  They must then take a firm position and 
not veer off their position.  Have them individually make a list of arguments supporting their view. 
Review with them the validity of their support and finalize it using only three of the most valid points 
of support.  Allow them to debate with each other where one party states all of her/his arguments at 
one time or in a back and forth manner.  Have a general time allocation of 5-10 minutes to complete 
the task.  Let them decide on a winner.  To finalize the debate, have each set of pairs state to the whole 
class the winner and the main points used to win the debate.
B Pattern:
Working in pairs, each student is asked to take a firm position on each of the debate topics presented 
to them on a pre-arranged list of topics.  Going through the list in quick succession, each student is 
required to state their position on the topic and defend it with two or three supportive arguments.  The 
other member has to take the opposite position.  The aim of this kind of debate is to force the students 
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to take a position and to defend it without deep consideration.  This could be considered a fluency drill 
in debate.
Pair debate provides an opportunity for students to take a firm, unchanging position on an issue while 
not being faced with the formal pressures associated with being timed and judged.  Furthermore, there 
is no audience aside from themselves, if you will.  They need to develop support on the importance or 
validity of their position.  And they need to present themselves in a convincing manner.  The topics are 
light hearted and subjective in nature, and are concerned with likes and dislikes.  This allows them to 
debate freely.
Example 2  Team debating
Team debating focuses on students working in a collaborative manner, familiarizing themselves with 
finding debate topics, developing argumentation, and finally taking a firm position on each of the topics 
they discover.
A Pattern:
Working in teams of fours, students are asked to come up with a list of debatable topic related to 
things in their everyday lives.  Students can first work in pairs and create a list 5 to 10 things that 
seem debatable to them.  With the whole class, go through the lists and decide if in fact the items are 
debatable, and decide why.  After choosing the most interesting ones, brainstorm to find arguments that 
are more thought out and defendable.  Finally, compare lists with other groups and state why each item 
is considered debatable.
B Pattern:
Have students in groups of 8 to 10 seated in a circle with a prepared list of topics which indicate a for-
or-against position for each item.  Half the students will have a “for” position and the other half will 
have an “against” position.  Without knowing who is for or against an item on the list, students go 
through the list item by item and students randomly state what their position is and other students who 
are of the same position provide further support.
Team debate allows learners to work in a collaborative manner to find topics and support for debate. 
Topics that may seem ordinary may indeed be debatable if adequate consideration is given.  As students 
work in teams they will be able to see in more detail the controversial nature of the topics, things albeit 
not so serious in nature.  Team debate can be viewed as an intermediate phase in advance of formal 
debate.  The aim, of course, is provide students with a light hearted forum for advancing their skills in 
debate with a view towards more formalized encounters.
Example 3  Free debating
Free debating can be associated with an open class atmosphere where students are directed to move 
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around the classroom freely.  It aims to help students build on the argumentation of the topics they have 
considered in advance, listed on paper.  As students move around the classroom, they can present to 
other students in a one-directional manner their topics and support.  It is concerned with presentation 
only and the partner in the encounter is not required to challenge the person.  Once a student is finished 
with the presentation of the items and support, their partner will present her/his list.  The whole process 
should be repeated at least four times.  Students will gain confidence and fluency in presenting. 
Through repetitive practice weaknesses in their arguments may be found through self-analysis.
